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Message from Robert P. Gittens, Chair 
Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee 
 
Dear Governor Patrick, State Senators and State Representatives:    
 
Please accept this Annual Report on behalf of the Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (JJAC), which 
details our goals, activities, accomplishments and recommendations for 2008 and 2009. We had hoped 
to make this available at an earlier date; we expect our 2010 Annual Report to be released in the 
upcoming months. In collaboration with the Executive Office of Public Safety and Security, the 
responsibilities of the JJAC include maintaining compliance with the core requirements of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) and allocating funds from the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP).  Every year the JJAC identifies priorities and focuses its 
efforts on improving specific areas of the juvenile justice system.   
 
Of most significant concern at the time of preparing this Annual Report, is that as of September 30, 
2010 the OJJDP has deemed Massachusetts to be out of compliance with the Sight and Sound 
Separation core requirement of the JJDPA. As a result of the old age of our courthouses, many of the 
Commonwealth’s court holding facilities fail to adequately separate juvenile detainees from adult 
detainees as required by the JJDPA. Failure to be in compliance will result in the Commonwealth 
losing 20% of its FFY2011 Formula Grant funding. In addition, 50% of the remainder of the FYY2011 
funds will have to be dedicated to ameliorating the sight and sound separation problem. The JJAC and 
EOPSS are working with the Administrative Office of the Trial Court (AOTC) and OJJDP in an 
attempt to satisfy OJJDPs standards on this issue. It will be extremely important for Massachusetts to 
make significant progress in this area and regain compliance because, at present, the President’s budget 
proposal for FFY2012 mandates that only states that are in compliance with the JJDPA are eligible to 
seek Formula Grant funding. 
 
For the period of this report and previous years, the top priority has been to maintain compliance with 
the Jail Removal core requirement of the JJDPA. Non-compliance with any core requirement of the 
JJDPA results in a decrease in federal juvenile justice funds. The Jail Removal core requirement 
mandates that juveniles be removed from adult lockups and jails within 6 hours of their secure 
detention. As a result, the JJAC has provided funding for Alternative Lock-up Programs (ALPs) with 
federal grant dollars.  ALPs provide detention services for juveniles who are detained shortly after 
arrest and prior to their initial court appearance. The JJAC has proactively advocated for state funding 
to support ALPs.  Each year limited and often diminishing federal grant monies that could be better 
utilized for delinquency prevention and intervention programs and juvenile justice systems change are 
spent on ALPs. In addition, it is our belief that the detention services provided by the ALPs should be 
considered a function that is most appropriately and most adequately provided for with state funds. 
This report contains pertinent information regarding our efforts and recommendations on this and other 
matters.  
 
JJAC members serve at the pleasure of the Governor and hold a deep commitment towards juvenile 
justice matters. As does the Governor, the JJAC believes strongly that investing in our youth today 
ensures a better tomorrow. 
 
It is a privilege to advise you regarding juvenile justice matters in the Commonwealth.   
 
Sincerely,   
Robert P. Gittens, JJAC Chair       March 2011 
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Executive Summary 
                                  
JJAC Purpose:  
 
In order for any state to receive federal funding under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act (JJDPA) it must have a State Advisory Group (SAG) that offers guidance to their state with regard 
to juvenile justice matters. In Massachusetts the SAG is called the Juvenile Justice Advisory 
Committee (JJAC).  The purpose of the JJAC is to advise the Governor, state legislature and the 
Executive Office of Public Safety and Security (EOPSS) on juvenile justice matters. For example, the 
JJAC strives to: raise awareness of key problems in the juvenile justice system, propose ways of 
improving the juvenile justice system, recommend programs that should receive federal juvenile 
justice funds, and ensure that the Commonwealth maintains compliance with the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA).  
 
The JJDPA authorizes the formation of SAGs for each state.  In 1981, Governor Edward King issued 
Executive Order No. 204 establishing the JJAC.  This order has been superseded by Executive Order 
No. 522 signed by Governor Deval Patrick which reaffirms the establishment of the JJAC and the need 
to comply with the JJDPA. The JJAC is comprised of 15-33 members from a diverse array of 
professional backgrounds and experience, including state agencies that work with and on behalf of 
young people, non-profit organizations that advocate for and provide vital services to young people 
and their families, and private citizens concerned about the lives of young people.  All members of the 
JJAC are appointed by the Governor.   
 
The JJAC in conjunction with EOPSS oversees federal juvenile justice dollars and grants awards.  The 
funding sources are as follows: 1) Title II Formula Grant, 2) Juvenile Accountability Block Grant 
(JABG) and 3) Title V Grant.  In FFY2008 and FFY2009 combined Massachusetts was awarded 
$2,139,000 from the JJDPA Formula Grant program, $1,724,900 from the Juvenile Accountability 
Block Grant program, and $81,828 from the Title V Grant program. 
 
 
FY2008-2009 JJAC Highlights: 
 
1. Funded the Taunton Youth Court with Title V Funds to offer Taunton High School students 
alternatives to suspension and other school disciplinary procedures. This program received 
official recognition and praise from OJJDP amongst a select group of programs nationally.   
2. Hired a full time Compliance Monitor whose primary responsibility is monitoring and 
improving the Commonwealth’s compliance with the Jail Removal, Sight and Sound 
Separation, and Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO) core requirements of the 
JJDPA. 
3. Hired a full time Juvenile Justice Specialist whose primary responsibility is staffing and 
supporting the activities and efforts of the JJAC. 
4. Funded secure Alternative Lockup Programs at a cost of approximately 1.4 million annually to 
help the Commonwealth remain in compliance with the Jail Removal core requirement of the 
JJDPA. 
5. Obtained from the Administrative Office of the Trial Court crucial juvenile justice race and 
ethnicity data required by OJJDP to maintain compliance with the Disproportionate Minority 
Contact (DMC) core requirement of the JJDPA (see Appendix #2). 
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Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
 
The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) was enacted in 1974 and amended and 
re-authorized in 1980, 1988 and 2002. It specifies that all states comply with four core requirements in 
order to receive 100% of their federal JJDPA funds. The JJAC is involved in reviewing and 
maintaining compliance with these core requirements. The core requirements are as follows: 
 
1. Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders: A status offender (a juvenile who has committed 
an act that would not be a crime if an adult committed it, such as truancy or running away from 
home) or a non-offender (such as a dependent or neglected child) cannot be held, with statuary 
exceptions, in secure juvenile detention or correctional facilities.  Status offenders and non-
offenders cannot be detained or confined in adult facilities for any length of time. 
2. Separation of Juveniles from Adult Offenders: Alleged and adjudicated delinquents cannot 
be detained or confined in a secure institution (such as a jail, lockup, or secure correctional 
facility) in which they have sight or sound contact with adult offenders. 
3. Adult Jail and Lockup Removal: As a general rule, juveniles cannot be securely detained or 
confined in adult jails and police lockups for more than six hours.   
4. Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC): States are required to address juvenile 
delinquency prevention and system improvement efforts designed to reduce the 
disproportionate number of juvenile members of minority groups who come into contact with 
the juvenile justice system.    
 
If a state fails to demonstrate non-compliance with any of the four core requirements in any year, its 
JJDPA Formula Grant is subject to a 20% reduction for each requirement for which noncompliance 
occurs.  Without a waiver from the OJJDP Administrator, the state must agree to use 50% of the 
remaining allocation to improve compliance for the fiscal year in which the penalty takes effect. As 
discussed in the above letter from the JJAC Chair, Robert Gittens, at the time of this report’s 
preparation, Massachusetts is out of compliance with the Sight and Sound Separation core requirement 
(also referred to as “Separation of Juveniles from Adult Offenders”). 
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Federal Juvenile Justice Funds 
 
 
 JJDPA Formula Grant: The Formula Grant program supports state and local delinquency 
prevention and intervention efforts and juvenile justice system improvements.  The OJJDP awards 
Formula Grants to states based on the proportion of their population younger than age 18.  In order 
to receive Formula Grant funds, states must establish a SAG and commit to achieve and maintain 
compliance with the JJDPA four core requirements. In FFY2008 and FFY2009, the OJJDP found 
Massachusetts to be in compliance with the core requirements, and Massachusetts received 
$1,029,000 and $1,110,000 respectively for a total of $2,139,000 in Formula Grant funds. 
Historically, in Massachusetts, the JJAC has used Formula Grant funds to fund a diverse array of 
juvenile justice programs, however, with an overall decrease in federal juvenile justice dollars, 
recently Formula Grant funds have been used largely to assist in funding ALPs.   
 
 
 Juvenile Accountability Block Grant (JABG):  The Juvenile Accountability Block Grants 
(JABG) program was created by Congress to promote greater accountability in the juvenile justice 
system. The JABG Act authorizes the United States Attorney General to provide grants to the 
states to strengthen their policies, programs, and administrative systems that foster the creation of 
safe communities. In Massachusetts, JABG funds have primarily been used for alternative lockup 
programs (pre-arraignment secure detention) that provide an alternative place to securely detain 
youth who have been arrested and are awaiting arraignment. In FFY2008 and FFY2009, 
Massachusetts received $812,800 and $912,100 respectively for a total of $1,724,900 in JABG 
funds.  
 
 
 Title V:  Title V is a delinquency prevention and early intervention program for communities that 
comply with the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) core requirements.  
Local applicants illustrate risk-focused prevention efforts based on the assessment of risk factors 
associated with the development of juvenile crime.  Working from a research-based framework, 
grantees focus on reducing risks and enhancing protective factors to prevent youth from entering 
the juvenile justice system. The funding incentive encourages community leaders to initiate 
multidisciplinary assessments of risks and resources unique to their communities and to develop 
comprehensive, collaborative plans to prevent delinquency.  In FFY2008 and FFY2009, 
Massachusetts received $48,360 and $33,468 for a total of $81,828 in Title V funding. During this 
time the Taunton Youth Court program was funded and successfully provided alternative 
dispositions via a restorative justice model for several dozen youth who otherwise would have 
faced suspensions. As a result, overall school attendance increased substantially.   
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JJAC Priorities:   
 
The JJAC sets priorities and focus areas every year based on its assessment of the most relevant and 
pressing juvenile justice matters in the Commonwealth. The JJAC identified the following focus areas 
during 2008-2009: 
 
1. To obtain state funding for the ALP system (the function of which is to remove juveniles from 
police lockups in accordance with the Jail Removal JJDPA core requirement) and to have this 
service overseen by the Department of Youth Services (DYS).   
2. To address racial disparities in the juvenile justice system. 
3. To improve access to juvenile justice data to inform policy and program decisions. 
4. To improve the alternatives to secure detention.   
 
Top Priority: To obtain state funding for the ALP system with oversight provided by DYS. 
 
The Problem:  In order to successfully comply with the Jail Removal core requirement of the JJDPA 
and to keep children who are arrested safe, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts has developed a 
system of removing individuals under the age of 17 from secure facilities in police departments and 
placing them in alternative lockup programs (ALPs) (pre-arraignment detention facilities).  Non-secure 
alternative lockup programs are used when a juvenile is charged with a status offense or a minor 
delinquent offense, and secure alternative lockup programs are used when a juvenile is charged with a 
more serious delinquent offense.  These two programs perform similar functions.  However, while the 
non-secure alternative lockup programs are funded with state funds directly as a separate line item in 
the Department of Children and Families (DCF) (formerly the Department of Social Services) budget, 
the secure alternative lockup programs are not funded with state funds.  Except for the alternative 
lockup program in the City of Boston (which stopped operating as of July 1, 2008), EOPSS and the 
JJAC oversee and fund all secure alternative lockup programs using federal funds received from 
OJJDP.   
                                           
EOPSS and the JJAC currently spend approximately $1.4 million per year of their federal funding 
from the OJJDP (primarily Formula and JABG) to run the secure alternative lockup programs, where 
over 2,100 juveniles are sent annually.  Until state funds are available for these programs, this is a 
necessary and worthwhile project to maintain compliance with federal mandates and maintain and 
keep youth safe and well-supervised until their initial court dates. This use of dwindling federal 
funds is not sustainable and the JJAC has been urgently looking for alternatives for the past few 
years.  The JJAC has not been able to fund a significant number of other important types of juvenile 
justice programs due to the need to dedicate limited federal dollars to the ALPs. Furthermore, potential 
future reductions in federal funding could lead to an inability to fund the secure alternative lockup 
programs in their entirety, which will lead to noncompliance with the Jail Removal Core Requirement 
of the JJDPA and reduced Formula Grant allocations in the future. Most important, if the ALP system 
collapses as a result of diminished federal funds, the well-being and safety of youth will be at risk from 
being detained in adult lockups or jails for extensive periods of time. While the JJAC would prefer to 
fully focus its attention, energy and resources on their other four priorities, ensuring a high-functioning, 
statewide ALP system and working to obtain state funding for the ALPs has consumed the most time 
and energy.    
 
The JJAC’s Response:  The JJAC Compliance Subcommittee focuses on ensuring that the state 
maintains compliance with the first three core requirements of the JJDPA. From 2007 to the writing of 
this report the Compliance Subcommittee and the EOPSS Compliance Monitor have provided on-site 
monitoring visits and technical assistance to secure alternative lockup programs with a focus on the 
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facilities that were – at the time – not licensed by the Department of Early Education and Care (DEEC).  
Additionally, much of the JJAC’s time was spent trying to secure state funding for pre-arraignment 
detention with the hope that adequate state funding will ensure a system that is optimal for the well 
being of the detained youth. Since 2004 the JJAC has consistently recommended that funding for the 
ALPs be provided for in the state budget. Most recently, in the September of 2010 the JJAC voted to 
no longer use Formula Grant money toward supporting ALPs beyond June 30, 2011. JABG funds may 
still be used to support the ALPs; however, the JJAC hopes that the ALPs will soon be fully funded 
within the Commonwealth’s budget with oversight provided by DYS. Through this arrangement, DYS 
would use its operational capacity to ensure that programming is of high quality for children in custody.  
This arrangement would also help Massachusetts to remain in compliance with the JJDPA. The JJAC 
has continued to request that funding for the secure ALPs mirror the way non-secure ALPs receive 
state funding. For approximately sixteen years the non-secure ALPs have been a line item in the DCF 
budget. Similarly, there should be a line item in the state DYS budget for the secure ALPs.  The JJAC 
has also reached out to the DYS to find more permanent solutions.  This is an urgent matter for the 
JJAC and has been the focus of many of the full JJAC meetings in previous years and continues to be 
to the present.  
 
 
Other Activities and Accomplishments regarding Priority Areas 
 
 
 Racial disparities in the Juvenile Justice System:  The activities of the JJAC DMC 
Subcommittee and EOPSS staff have helped raise awareness of the problem of DMC in 
Massachusetts and have made in-roads in understanding and attempting to ameliorate the 
problem. However, the problem needs to be diagnosed with more specificity in order to find 
optimal means of reducing overall disproportionality. Progress has been made in obtaining data 
that will help identify the parts of the juvenile justice system where DMC is most problematic. 
In addition, the JJAC set-aside $150,000 to fund an assessment study aimed at determining the 
specific causes of DMC in Massachusetts.  
 
 To improve access to juvenile justice data to inform policy and program decisions:  OJJDP 
requires each state to provide data at each decision point from arrest to placement in detention 
to assist in measuring DMC. (See appendix #2). Previously the JJAC has struggled to obtain 
this information.  However, as alluded to above, data has been obtained for a number of 
decision-points that were previously inaccessible. This area continues to be a work in progress, 
but the indications are hopeful for continued improvement.   
 
 To improve alternatives to secure detention:  The JJAC and EOPSS have been actively engaged 
in Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiatives (JDAI).  Additionally, the JJAC funded the 
Detention Diversion Advocacy Project (DDAP).  DDAP is an evidence-based program that has 
been successfully implemented in other cities. In Massachusetts, it has helped youth who would 
otherwise be detained in DYS by allowing them to remain at home during the course of their 
court cases while providing casework management and referrals to appropriate services.  
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Recommendations to Governor and State Legislature 
 
 
1. Fund secure pre-arraignment detention with state funds and mandate DYS oversight of the secure 
pre-arraignment detention system.  The current system of using federal funds for this service is not 
sustainable.  The current system also consumes a funding source the JJAC believes would be best 
used for innovative and evidence-based programs aimed at reducing juvenile crime and providing 
crucial services for at-risk youth.   
 
2. Encourage and fund the development of alternatives to secure detention available to judges at 
arraignment.   The JJAC will continue its efforts to educate juvenile justice decision-makers and 
stakeholders about the importance of detention alternatives.  The JJAC acknowledges that while 
secure detention is a necessary part of the juvenile justice system, it is frequently overused due to 
lack of access to more appropriate placements for “high-need” children.  Alternatives must be 
made available for children who would be more appropriately served by mental health, substance 
abuse, or social service programs.  
 
3. Work with the Juvenile Court and the Office of the Commissioner of Probation to develop a system 
of reporting race/ethnicity data at key decision points required by OJJDP. In addition, collect and 
report on other related data that could further our understanding of how the juvenile justice system 
in Massachusetts is impacted by DMC.  The lack of comprehensive race/ethnicity data leads to two 
direct consequences.  First, while we know that there are racial disparities in the juvenile justice 
system in Massachusetts, the lack of comprehensive and localized data makes it difficult to 
discover where the disparity is most concentrated and what creates it.  This analysis is necessary in 
order to implement effective programs to reduce disproportionate minority contact with the 
juvenile justice system.  Second, all states receiving JJDPA Formula Grant funds from the OJJDP 
are required to measure racial disparities in order to receive their full award. These requirements 
include submitting juvenile justice data by race/ethnicity for the required decision points or risk a 
reduction in Formula Grant funds. (See Appendix 2). In 2009, Massachusetts was put on notice that 
our compliance with the DMC mandate was in jeopardy based on our inability to provide sufficient 
data over an extended period of time. Fortunately, access to data has improved greatly in 
comparison to previous years; however, more work is necessary in order to understand the specific 
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nature of DMC in the Commonwealth’s various communities and to ensure that we continue to 
maintain compliance with this core requirement. 
 
4. Require that every police department report the race/ethnicity of juveniles arrested by their 
department to the Massachusetts State Police Crime Reporting Unit in a timely fashion and that the 
Crime Reporting Unit provides this data to other state agencies and researchers.  Arrest is 
frequently the first decision-point in the juvenile justice system, and access to good data here is 
vital in order to determine how to best target programs for youth.  In order to best measure trends, 
juvenile arrest data must be collected at a minimum by race and ethnicity (Asian, Black, Hispanic, 
Other and White).  
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Appendix #1: Youth Development Approach 
 
The JJAC has endorsed a positive youth development approach to guide activities and spending related 
to the committee. Since January of 2005, the JJAC has used to the youth development approach (as 
reflected below) to help guide its work.  
 
Shared Vision 
“All Massachusetts youth grow up to be  
healthy, caring, economically self-sufficient adults.” 
 
Goals 
1. All youth have access to resources that promote optimal physical and mental health. 
2. All youth have nurturing relationships with adults and positive relationships with peers. 
3. All youth have access to safe places for living, learning and working. 
4. All youth have access to educational and economic opportunity. 
5. All youth have access to structured activities and opportunity for community service and civic 
participation. 
 
This vision and goals have been incorporated into RFR requirements, evaluation of programs and 
strategic planning.  
 
 
 
health & 
mental health 
issues  
safety;  
housing 
status  
school/ 
work  
civic/ 
community 
engagement 
 
adult/peer  
relationships 
FAMILY
family 
connection  
to other  
families 
family health insurance 
family member health & mental health issues 
safety  
of family  
members;  
housing status 
family  
member 
 education & 
employment family involvement 
in civic activities 
NEIGHBORHOOD/COMMUNITY
health & mental health services 
crime;  
crime 
 prevention; 
housing  
stock 
 
School & Work 
Data: MCAS/ 
DET Employment  
Rates… 
voting; 
religiosity; clubs; 
 community service opportunities; 
                                 cultural events etc.... 
Health & Mental Health 
Data: DPH, DMH health indicators 
Safety &  
Housing 
Data: FBI Crime rates/ 
US Census Housing  
Availability… 
Source: MA Executive Office 
of Health and Human Services 
Contact:  Glenn Daly 617-573-1691 
glenn.daly@state.ma.us 
Special thanks to America’s Promise 
Civic &  
Community  
Engagement  
Data: Voting Rates/Park  
and Rec. Enrollment 
Relationships 
Data: US Census 
Family  
Composition 
Neighborhood, 
inter- 
neighborhood, 
regional 
cohesion 
schools; jobs; 
workforce  
training 
A Shared Vision for Massachusetts Youth and Young Adults 
 
Youth 
 
For more information see: (report): www.mass.gov/dph/fch/adhealth.htm 
                    (indicators by community): www.mass.gov/eohhs/commwell 
transportation 
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Appendix #2: Data Required by the OJJDP for Compliance with the 
Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) Core Requirement 
  
 
Total 
Youth White 
Black or 
African-
American 
Hispanic 
or 
Latino Asian 
Native 
Hawaiian 
or other 
Pacific 
Islanders 
American 
Indian or 
Alaska 
Native 
Other/ 
Mixed 
1. Population at risk 
(age 10  through 16)          
2. Juvenile Arrests          
3. Refer to Juvenile 
Court         
4. Cases Diverted  
        
5. Cases Involving 
Secure Detention         
6. Cases Petitioned 
(Charge Filed)         
7. Cases Resulting in 
Delinquent Findings         
8. Cases resulting in 
Probation Placement         
9. Cases Resulting in 
Confinement in Secure    
Juvenile Correctional 
Facilities  
        
10. Cases Transferred to 
Adult Court          
Source: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.   
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APPENDIX #3: Members of the Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee 2008-2009 
 
During 2008-2009, the Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee was made up of 26 members. 
 
Name Affiliation 
Robert Gittens, Chair Vice President, Public Affairs, Northeastern University Office of Government Relations & 
Community Affairs 
Cecely Reardon, Vice 
Chair 
Supervising Attorney, Committee for Public Counsel Services, Youth Advocacy Project   
Tina Adams Statewide Manager of Juvenile Forensic Services, Massachusetts Dept. of Mental Health 
Mia Alvarado Chief of Staff , Massachusetts Department of Social Services 
Bill Barabino (2008) Private Attorney 
Christopher Calia Youth Member, Massachusetts Department of Correction  
Lael Chester Executive Director, Citizens for Juvenile Justice 
Ashley Cote Youth Member, Student, Northeastern University 
Wesley Cotter Chief Operating Officer, Key Program, Inc., Framingham 
Glenn Daly Director, Office of Youth Dev., Massachusetts Exec. Office of Health & Human Services 
Ahmed Danso-Faried Youth Member, Student, Northeastern University 
Edward Dolan Deputy Commissioner, Massachusetts Department of Youth Services 
Tim Gillespie (2008) Youth Member, Student, Suffolk University 
Paul Joyce Superintendent, Boston Police Department 
Gary Katzmann (2008) Private Citizen 
Robert Kinscherff Private Citizen 
Stephen Limon (2008) Associate Justice, Suffolk County Juvenile Court 
William Morales Chief Operations Officer, Youth Enrichment Services 
Dara Pazooki Massachusetts Emergency Management Agency 
Nicole M. St. Pierre Middlesex District Attorney's Office 
Karin M. Pipczynski Youth Member, Student, Northeastern University 
Marilse Rodriguez-Garcia Senior Project Manager for Alternative Education, Boston Public Schools 
Daniel Song Youth Member, Student, Northeastern University 
Gloria Y. Tan (2008) Criminal Justice Institute at Harvard Law School 
Enrico J. Villamaino III Private Citizen 
Michael W. Walker 
(2008) 
Walker Financial Services, Inc. 
 
 
        
"We may not be able to prepare the future for our children, 
but we can at least prepare our children for the future." 
 
--- President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
